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TITLE  IV  -  JOINT  OFFICER  PERSONNEL  POLICY 
QUALITY  VERSUS  QUANTITY? 

CHAPTER  I 

INTRODUCTION 


Th«  iAportanea  of  th«  1986  Dupartmont  of  Dafanaa  Raorganizatlon 

Act  la  baat  charactarlzad  by  tha  following  atatamant . . . . 

"Dafanaa  Organization:  Tha  Naad  for  Changa,"  la  tha 
aingla  noat  important  body  of  work  on  national 
aacurity  aattara  dona  ao  far  thia  cantury.  Tha  Sanata'a 
dalibarata  action,  concluaions  and  racoaaandationa 
may  wall  andura  aa  tha  graataat  contribution  to  Anarica'a 
aacurity  wa'll  aaa  in  our  lifatiaaa.'*  1 

In  Octobar  of  198S,  Sanatora  Sam  Nunn  and  Barry  Goldwatar,  in  thair 

aariaa  of  apaachaa  and  taatimony  bafora  Congraaa  on  DOD  raorganizatlon 

claarly  atatad  tha  magnituda  of  tha  raforma  racommandad  in  tha  DOD 

Raorganizatlon  Act. 

Senator  Nunn  atatad.... 

"....thia  lagialation  ia  probably  tha  moat  important 
undertaking  regarding  national  aacurity  in  the  laat 
30  or  40  yaara  and  parhapa  longer."  2 

Senator  Goldwatar  atatad. . . . 

"....tha  reorganization  of  tha  Department  of  Dafanaa 
may  be  tha  moat  important  thing  that  Congraaa  doaa 
in  my  lifatima.  It  will  be  tha  moat  Important  thing 
that  I  triad  to  do  in  mine."  3 

Tha  multituda  of  changaa  raaulting  from  tha  1986  DOD 

Reorganization  Act  have  bean  algnificnnt  and  haa  had  far  reaching 

Impllcationa  in  tha  way  tha  Dapartmant  of  Dafanaa  managaa  ita  affaire. 

Of  particular  importance  and  algnificanca  haa  bean  in  tha  area  of 


Joint  service  operations  and  the  services  ability,  or  perhaps,  the 

"inability,"  of  the  services  to  conduct  Joint  operations.  Senator 

Nunn,  during  the  course  of  his  testimony  referred  to  the  Grenada 

operation  and  clearly  stated.... 

"....A  close  look  at  the  Grenada  operation  can  only 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that,  despite  our  victory  and 
success,  despite  the  performance  of  the  individual 
troops  who  fought  bravely,  the  US  armed  forces  have 
cerlous  problems  conducting  Joint  operations.  We 
were  lucky  In  Grenada;  we  may  not  be  so  fortunate 
next  time."  4 

Clearly  a  concern  by  Congress  and  the  civilian  leadership  was  a 
perception  that  the  services  had  a  fundamental  deficiency  in  Joint 
operations.  The  Desert  One  operation  has  been  cited  as  yet  another 
example  of  this  Joint  operation  deficiency. 

The  reasons  for  this  deficiency  have  been  many.  Much  of  the  blame 

has  focused  on  the  problems  In  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  Joint 

commands  arena.  The  greatest  concern  as  it  applies  to  Joint  service 

performance  has  been  the.... 

"....inadequate  quality  of  political  appointees  and 
Joint  duty  military  personnel.  DOD  has  given 
insufficient  attention  to  the  development  of  military 
officers  capable  of  effectively  performing  Joint  duty 
assignments.  In  addition,  the  substantial  disincentives 
to  serving  In  such  assignments  have  been  permitted  to 
persist."  5 

Further  testimony  by  the  Honorable  Lawrence  J.  Korb,  former  Assistant 

Secretary  of  Defense  for  Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs  and  Logistics, 

In  support  of  Joint  officer  management  reform  indicated  that.... 

"By  and  large  officers,  assigned  to  joint  duty, 
especially  the  Joint  staff,  are  not  the  "best  and 
brightest."  Nor  are  they  prepared  as  they  should 
bo  for  Joint  assignments.  Finally,  they  are  not  as 
competitive  for  promotion  as  officers  who  have 
remained  close  to  their  services."  6 

It  is  sgslnst  these  concerns  that  Title  IV  of  the  1986  DOO 
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Reorganization  Act,  commonly  called  the  Goldwater-Nichola  Act,  was 
enacted.  The  Act  covers  a  multitude  of  reforms  which  affect  the 
management  of  the  Department  of  Defense:  the  military  departments, 
the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  and 
Unified  commands. 

This  study  focuses  on  Title  IV,  Joint  Officer  Personnel  Policy  and 
the  implications  regarding  its  implementation.  Specifically,  the 
question  revolves  around  whether  or  not  Title  IV  and  its  subsequent 
implementation  is  meeting  the  “intent  of  the  law,"  that  is,  “to 
improve  joint  officer  management  policies,  and  a  desire  by  Congress  to 
improve  what  they  perceive  as  the  quality  of  the  officer  performing 
Joint  duty  assignments."  7  Or  rather,  are  the  services  in  their 
attempts  to  comply  with  the  law,  merely  “meeting  the  numbers,"  without 
regard  to  improving  the  quality  as  intended?.  This  study  will  attempt 
to  answer  this  question  by  exploring  current  services  implementation 
of  the  law,  their  success  or  lack  of  success  in  meeting  “the  numbers," 
discussion  of  the  current  criteria  for  assignments  to  Joint  duty,  and 
definitions  of  “critical"  Joint  duty  assignments.  Further,  a  review 
of  some  of  the  problems  associated  with  meeting  the  specifics  of  Title 
IV.  such  as  promotions,  career  implications,  and  education  will  be 
conducted.  Finally,  a  discussion  concerning  some  of  the  “morale" 
implications  will  be  offered.  A  list  of  recommendations  will  be 
presented  in  the  final  chapter  of  this  study. 

As  a  prelude  to  the  foregoing  discussion,  an  historical 
perspective  of  the  1986  Department  of  Defense  Reorganization  Act  as  it 
pertains  to  Title  IV  will  be  presented  in  the  following  chapter. 
Several  changes  and  amendments  have  ocurred  since  Public  Law  99-433, 
dated  1  October  1966,  known  es  the  Goldwater-Nlchols  Reorganization 
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Act  of  1986  was  enacted.  It  is  important  for  this  discussion  to 
understand  the  historical  perspectives  and  progress  this  law  has  made 
in  light  of  some  of  the  constraints  that  were  imposed  early  on  in  the 
implefflentation  of  the  law.  The  fact  Is,  service  implementation  of 
Joint  officer  personnel  management  policies  was  faced  with 
difficulties  that  required  some  modifications  and  amendments  of  the 
law  in  order  for  the  services  to  meet  the  "intent  of  the  law." 

ENDNOTES 
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Extra,  p.  37. 
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CHAPTER  II 

TITLE  IV  -  1982  to  1986;  HISTORICAL  PERSPECTIVE 

On  Octobar  1,  1986,  Public  Law  99-433,  known  aa  tha  Goidwabar- 
Nlchols  Dapartmant  of  Dafanaa  Raorganlzation  Act  of  1986  waa  algnad 
into  law.  This  Act  praacrlbad  algnlf leant  changaa  In  dafanaa 
organization  and  procaduraa  involving  OSD,  tha  Joint  Chiafa  of  Staff, 
tha  commandara  and  combatant  commanda,  and  tha  military  dapartmanta. 

It  rapraaantad  tha  firat  major  lagialativa  changa  in  dafanaa 
organizationa  ainea  tha  1958  Dafanaa  Dapartmant  Raorganization  Act. 
Pravioua  amandmanta  and  raorganizatlona  data  back  to  tha  1949  National 
Sacurity  Act  Amandmant.  Tha  focua  of  thaaa  lagialativa  changaa  waa 
to  anhanca  tha  authority  of  tha  Sacratary  of  Dafanaa  and  tha  Chairman 
of  tha  Joint  Chiafa  of  Staff  in  an  affort  to  improva  tha  affactivanaaa 
and  afficiancy  in  tha  military. 

Tha  pariod  1982  to  1986  aaw  axtanaiva  haaringa  by  tha  Houaa  and 
Sanata  Armad  Sarvlcaa  Committaaa  (HASC  and  SASO  on  tha  raorganization 
of  tha  Dapartmant  of  Dafanaa.  Numaroua  atudiaa  and  propoaala  warm 
praaantad  throughout  thaaa  haaringa.  Of  particular  aignificanca  waa 
tha  staff  atudy  providad  by  tha  Sanata  Armad  Sarvlcaa  Committaa  Task 
Forca  on  Dafanaa  Organization.  Sanatora  Sam  Nunn  and  Barry  Goldvatar, 
mora  than  anyona  alsa,  providad  substantial  tastlmony  during  chaaa 
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hearings.  The  final  report  provided  by  the  SASC,  "Defense 

Organization:  The  Need  For  Change,"  probably  provides  the  best  set  of 

documentation  surrounding  the  issues,  debates,  and  testimony  in 

support  of  defense  reorganization. 

The  focus  of  much  of  the  debate  was  based  on  our  experiences  in 

Vietnam,  Grenada,  the  Desert  One  operation,  and  joint  training 

exercises  which  raised  questions  regarding  the  effectiveness  of 

defense  organizations  and  mechanisms  for  planning,  managing  and 

execution  of  combat  operations  -  particularly  in  the  joint  arena.  Of 

particular  concern  resulting  from  these  debates  were.... 

"  -  Inadequate  joint  military  advice,  and 

*■  inadequate  quality  of  military  personnel  assigned 
to  joint  duty."  8 

The  SASC  in  i  rticular  focused  on  what  was  parcaivad  to  be  the 

indadequate  quality  of  military  personnel  assigned  to  joint  duty  and 

further  defined  the  quality  to  mean.... 

"  -  the  inherent  skills  and  talents  as  professional 
military  officers, 

-  the  necessary  education  and  exporionca,  and 

'  a  tour  of  sufficient  length  to  become  effective 
and  to  provide  continuity."  9 

The  October  1985  SASC  report  made  key  recommendations  which  would 

ultimately  form  the  basis  for  the  present  joint  officer  management 

system.  The  essence  of  their  recommendations  were.... 

"  -  to  establish  a  system  of  military  education, 
training,  and  assignments ....  to  produce  officers 
with  a  heightened  awareness  and  greater  committment 
to  DOD-wide  requirements,  a  genuine  multi -service 
perspective,  and  an  improved  understanding  of  the 
other  services.  Additionally....,  a  joint  duty 
career  specialty  should  be  established  in  each 
service."  10 

The  result  of  these  recommendations  was  legislation  directed  to  the 
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aiirvices  to  "reorganize  ito  profeesional  i»ilitary  education  system 
and  revise  officer  career  patterns."  11 

After  four  years  of  debate  and  hearings,  the  19G6  Goidwater- 

Nichols  Reorganization  Act  waa  enacted.  Title  IV  of  the  Act.... 

" . . . .establiahee  a  system  for  Joint  officer  management 
with  the  goal  to  improve  the  performance  of  officers 
in  Joint  duty  poaiticns  by  establishing  management 
procedures  for  their  selection,  education,  assignment, 
and  promotion."  12 

The  "intent  of  the  law,"  as  stated  by  Congress  was  to.... 

"....improve  the  military  advice  provided  to  the 
President,  the  National  Security  Council,  and  the 
Secretary  of  Dafense. . . .to  increase  attention  to 
the  formulation  of  strategy  and  to  contingency 
planning. .. .to  improve  Joint  officer  management 
policies  and  to . . . .otherwisa  enhance  the  effectiveness 
of  military  operations  and  improve  the  management 
and  administration  of  the  Department  of  Defense."  13 

This  formed  the  basis  for  Title  IV  implementation.  The  following 
chapter  continues  this  discussion  focusing  on  tha  transition  period. 

It  was  obviously  claar  that  implementation  of  this  Act  could  not  ocurr 
in  a  short  period  of  time.  Transition  provisions  were  allowed  in  the 
legislation  enabling  the  services  to  implement  Title  IV  over  time  thus 
insuring  a  smoother,  less  turbulent  implementation.  However,  as  will 
bs  pointed  out  later  in  this  study,  implementation  has  been  difficult, 
causing  questions  regarding  whether  or  not  the  services  are  meeting 
the  full  "intent  of  the  law." 
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TITLE  IV  -  JOINT  OFFICER  PERSONNEL  POLICY 
QUALITY  VERSUS  QUANTITY? 

CHAPTER  III 

TITLE  IV  -  1986  TO  1989:  IN  TRANSITION 

Impl«»«ntation  of  th«  law  and  Tltla  IV  haa  baan  facad  with  aoma 
difficultlaa  and  challangaa.  Changas  to  tha  law  wara  raquaatad  by  tha 
aarvlcaa,  granting  railaf  in  aoma  araaa,  making  mora  raatrictiona  in 
othara.  April  and  Dacambar  1987  allowad  aoma  changaa  to  ba  mada. 
Auguat  1988  furthar  aaw  changaa  baing  raquaated.  Soma  of  thaaa 
changaa  focuaad  on  tha  aarvicaa  inability  to  maat  Titla  IV 
raquiramanta  in  a  abort  pariod  of  tima.  Othar  raquaata  for  changaa 
cantarad  on  tha  aarvicaa  inability  to  adaquataly  maat  aatabliahad 
congraaaional  *‘minimuma“  in  tarma  of  raquirad  parcantagaa  of  Joint 
apacialty  cfficara  in  Joint  aaaignmanta.  In  any  cama^  tha  Titla  IV 
Implamantation  waa  not  without  difficultlaa. 

Titla  IV  from  tha  outaat,  "attampta  to  improva  Joint  officar 
managamant  policiaa."  It  la  alao  claar  that  thara  ia  “a  daaira  by 
Congraaa  to  improva  what  thay  parcaiva  as  tha  quality  of  tha  officar 
parforming  Joint  duty  ciaaignmaiita. *'  Tha  major  pointa  of  Titla  IV  whan 
it  first  bacama  law  wara: 

In  tarma  of  managamant  policiaa: 

'*  -  astabliahmant  of  an  occupational  apacialty  for 
offlcara  of  all  aarvicaa  on  actlva  duty  who  ara 
qualiflad  in  Joint  mattara.  Joint  mattara  ara  dafinad 
in  tha  Act  as. ... "mattara  ralating  to  tha  intagratad 
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employment  of  land,  sea,  and  air  forces  including 
matters  relating  to: 

--  national  military  strategy 

strategic  planning  and  contingency  planning;  and 

--  command  and  control  of  combat  operations 
under  unified  commend. 

officers  nominated  for  the  joint  specialty 
designation  shall  be  at  least  senior  captains,  or 
senior  Naval  lieutenants,  and  must  successfully  complete 
an  appropriate  program  at  a  joint  professional  military 
school , 

after  formal  education,  the  officer  must  complete 
a  full  tour  In  an  acceptable  joint  duty  assignment 
before  being  eligible  to  become  a  joint  specialty 
officer."  14 

This  requirement  posed  significant  problems  early  on  because  the 
services  did  not  have  an  adequate  joint  professional  military 
education  (JPHE)  system  in  place  to  provide  sufficient  officers 
qualified  to  fill  the  the  joint  duty  assignments.  Further,  the  law 
required  that: 

"  -  one  half  of  all  Joint  duty  assignments  must  be  filled 
by  an  officer  nominated  <end  assumed  qualified)  for  the 
joint  specialty  designation,  and 

-  at  least  1000  joint  duty  positions  must  bo  designated 
as  critical  positions  and 

-  must  bo  filled  by  en  officer  with  a  joint  duty 
specialty."  15 

In  terms  of  promotion  policy  objectives,  and  in  order  to  insure 

that  joint  duty  was  not  career  encumbering  and  that  quality  officers 

were  assigned  to  joint  positions.  Congress  directed  that: 

'*  -  officers  serving  on  the  joint  staff  as  a  group 
will  be  promoted  at  the  same  rate  as  peers  In  the 
same  service,  grade  and  competitive  cetegory  serving 
on  the  service  headquarters  staff,  and 

-  that  officers  with  joint  staff  experience  will 
also  be  promoted  at  the  same  rates  as  their  peers."  16 
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This  particular  requirement  began  to  impinge  upon  the  services' 

personnel  management  practices,  previously  held  exclusive  to  the 

services  unique  and  Internal  affairs.  Congress  went  further  to  insure 

that  this  promotion  directive  be  complied  with  by  directing  that.... 

"  -  a  report  be  rendered  every  six  months  on  the 
promotion  rates  of  officers  who  are  serving  in  or 
have  served  in  Joint  duty  assignments."  17 

Educationally,  Title  IV  required  that.... 

"  -  every  officer  selected  for  generel  or  flag  rank 
will  be  required  to  attend  a  "Capstone  Course" 
designed  to  prepare  new  general  and  flag  officers 
to  work  with  services  other  than  their  own  and  in 
the  Joint  arena."  18 

This  particular  requirement  was  not  new  since  it  was  a  program  already 
in  existence.  Finally,  in  order  to  impose  Jointness  in  the  officer 
military  education  system  of  the  services.  Title  IV  required  periodic 
reviews  of  all  service  school  curricula.  As  a  final  requirement  in 
the  area  of  Joint  professional  military  education.  Congress  dictated 
that .... 

"  -  each  graduate  of  a  Joint  professional  military 
education  school  be  detailed  to  a  Joint  assignment 
immediately  upon  completing  the  course."  19 

Length  of  Joint  duty  assignments  were  also  established  by 
Congress.  Of  all  the  provisions  outlined  in  Title  IV,  this  particular 
one  has  caused  probably  the  most  consternation  amongst  the  services. 
Specified  Joint  staff  duty  tour  lengths  has  been  the  most  difficult 
requirement  to  comply  with.  Consequently,  the  services  made 
tremendous  efforts  to  have  this  changed.  This  requirement  was  one  of 
the  provisions  utltimately  changed.  But  the  initial  law  required 
that. . . . 

"  -  Joint  duty  assignments  for  general  and  flag 
officers  will  be  at  least  three  years,  and  for  all 
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others  not  leas  than  three  and  one-half  years."  20 
A  provision  did  allow  a  reduction  in  the  length  of  joint  service 
necessary  to  qualify  for  a  Joint  specialty  designation  from  three  and 
one-half  years  to  two  years  if  a  nominated  officer  had  a  critical 
occupational  specialty  (COS)  which  were  essentially  the  combat  arms 
specialties.  Thus,  the  length  of  tour  became  important  for  a  couple 
of  reasons^  one  it  was  necessary  for  promotion  to  general  or  flag 
officer  rank,  and  two,  the  quality  of  the  service  is  germane.  An 
officer's  evaluation  now  includes  quslilty  of  service,  and  is  a 
stipulation  for  promotion. 

An  additional  provision  requires  that.... 

"  -  the  promotion  boards  will  contain  at  least 

one  officer  currently  serving  in  a  Joint  assignment."  21 

This  was  to  insure  that  officers  serving  in  or  who  have  served  in 

Joint  position  would  be  treated  fairly  on  promotion  boards. 

The  definition  of  Joint  service  consequently  tskes  on  greet 

Importance.  The  careers  of  officers  with  ambitions  for  general 

officer  or  flag  rank  is  dependent  upon  getting  Joint  duty  assignments. 

The  criteria  for  identifying  a  Joint  duty  assignment  have  been 

defined,  although  they  are  somewhat  vague.  Title  IV  defines  Joint 

duty  assignments  <JDA)  as.... 

"....an  assignment  to  a  designated  position  in  a 
multi-aarvic  1  or  multi-national  command  or  activity 
that  is  involved  in  the  integrated  employment  or 
support  of  the  land,  sea  and  air  forces  of  a  least 
two  of  the  three  military  departments.  Such 
involvement  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  matters 
relating  to  national  military  strategy,  Joint 
doctrine  and  policy,  strategic  planning,  contingency 
planning,  and  command  and  control  of  combat  operations 
under  a  unified  command."  22 

Joint  duty  asaignmenta  did  not  include. . . . 

"....assignments  for  Joint  training  or  Joint  education;  and. 
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....assignments  within  an  officer's  own  military 
department."  23 

Needless  to  say,  and  as  will  be  pointed  out  later  in  this  study, 
the  number  of  Joint  duty  assignments  becomes  important  as  the  services 
attempt  to  fulfill  Title  IV  requirements  by  placing  "qualified"  Joint 
specialty  officers  in  these  positions. 

As  can  be  seen.  Title  IV  established  some  fairly  strict 
raqulremants  that  the  services  found  difficult  to  accept  and 
implement.  Additional  changes  had  to  be  made  in  order  for  the 
services  to  comply  with  the  law.  Of  greatest  concerns  to  the  services 
were  these  provisions: 

-  establishment  of  tour  lengths  made  it  mathematically 
“impossible*'  for  officers  to  meet  Joint  duty  requirements 
and  subsequent  promotion.  There  Just  wasn't  enough  time 
in  an  officers  career  pattern  to  fulfill  Joint  duty.  24 

The  chief  concern  was  the  long  range  ramifications  on  overall  force 

personnel  management. 

-  the  initial  fill  of  Joint  duty  assignments  could  not  be 
carried  out  immediately  without  establishing  an  inventory  of 
Joint  “qualified"  officers;  a  transition  period  allowing 

an  inventory  to  be  established  was  necessary.  25 

As  will  be  pointed  out  later,  the  initial  inventory  has  been 
established  by  all  the  services  through  a  selection  board  process, 
screening  and  identifying  qualified  Joint  specialty  officers.  One 
of  the  questions  in  this  study  is  whether  or  not  this  "first  cut" 
of  officers  are  necessarily  ’-.he  quality  that  Congress  was  looking 
for.  Understandably  the  need  to  establiah  and  create  an  inventory 
was  necessary,  but,  did  it  meet  the  “intent  of  the  law?" 

Still  another  concern  focused  on  how  Joint  duty  assignments, 
in  particular,  critical  assignments  were  determined.  The  initial 
guidance  was  vague.  2&  In  fact,  while  there  appeared  to  bo  a 
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definition,  no  clear  cut  guidance  was  provided  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of 
Staff  regarding  what  was  critical.  27  As  a  result,  the  Department 
of  Defense  agencies,  including  all  the  services,  determined  what  wore 
categorized  as  Joint  duty  assignments,  and  what  were  critical  joint 
duty  assignments.  What  was  deemed  critical  was  left  up  to  the 
agencies  to  decide.  28  Therein  lies  a  basic  feeling  that  what  may  be 
critical  to  one  agency  may  not  be  so  in  another.  A  review  of  the 
Joint  Duty  Assignment  List  (JDAL)  will  be  made  later  in  this  study,  as 
well  as  comments  regarding  the  type  of  assignments.  Intuitively,  the 
question  of  quality  can  be  raised  regarding  what  type  of  officer  and 
particular  specialty  has  been  determined  as  critical. 

As  of  December  1988,  the  Reorganization  Act  has  provided  relief 
to  the  services  in  a  number  of  ways.  Waivers,  tour  lengths  and 
extension  of  the  transition  period  have  been  allowed.  Concerns  still 
exist  within  the  services  regarding  ability  to  fully  implement  the 
law. 

Generally  speaking,  all  the  services  are  fully  committed  to 
complying  with  Title  IV.  29  The  consensus  is  unanimous  that  Title  IV 
is  good  for  all  concerned.  But  the  fact  remains,  while  it  is  feasible 
in  the  long  range  to  comply  with  the  law,  short  term  efforts  to  meet 
the  intent  of  the  law  may  appear  to  be  a  stop  gap  measure  simply  to 
meet  the  numbers  and  not  necessarily  provide  the  quality  required 
by  Congress. 

With  this  rather  lengthy  background,  this  study  now  focuses  on  the 
major  issue  of  "quality"  resulting  from  the  services'  attempts  to 
comply  with  the  law.  The  question  remains,  what  is  the  quality?  Are 
the  services  meeting  the  intent  of  the  law?  Can  the  services  provide 
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sufficient  qualified  joint  specialty  officers  to  meet  the 
requirements?  Further,  as  an  add-on  because  it  is  important,  what 
are  the  ramifications  and  impacts  on  the  morale  of  the  officer  corps 
as  Joint  duty  becomes  such  an  important  milestone  in  an  officer's 
career  pattern,  particularly  for  those  with  promotion  ambitions? 

The  following  chapter  gets  at  the  heart  of  the  issue.  The  dilemma 
the  services  face  is  how  to  get  there  from  here,  without  compromising 
the  intent  of  the  law. 
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TITLE  IV  -  JOINT  OFFICER  PERSONNEL  POLICY 
QUALITY  VERSUS  QUANTITY? 


CHAPTER  IV 

THE  DILEMMA:  AVAILABILITY  VS  REQUIREMENTS 


"Although  th«r«  ar«  a  lot  of  condltlona  tha  aarvlcaa 
muat  maat  In  filling  tha  lattar  of  tha  naw  law, 

Congraaa  haa  ralantad  alightly,  allowing  aoma  facata 
of  tha  law  to  ba  iaplaaantad  mora  gradually  and 
latting  tha  aarvlcaa  uaa  intaria  procaduraa. , , . 

....Still,  tha  aarvlcaa  find  thaaaalvaa  acrambling 
to  comply  with  not  only  tha  lattar,  but  tha  apirit 
of  tha  law  intandad  to  improva  intaraction  batwaan 
tha  aarvlcaa  on  tactical,  logiatical  and  atratagie 
miaaiona."  3Q 

Tha  aarvlcaa  wara  facad  with  two  problama:  tha  firet  waa  to 

craata  an  invantory  of  qualifiad  officara  and  tha  aacond,  la  to  fill 

joint  duty  aaaignmanta,  of  which  1,Q0Q  ara  daamad  critical  billata. 

Tha  currant  joint  duty  raquiramanta  ara  thaaa: 

-  Joint  Duty  Aaaignmant  (JDA>  billat  totala  by  Sarvica 
(aa  approvad  by  SECDEF  in  Juna  190d> :  31 


JDA 

X  JDA 

CRITICAL 

JDA 

X  CRITICAL 
JDA 

Army 

3050 

36.5 

386 

37.8 

Navy 

1793 

21.4 

205 

20.1 

Air  Forca 

3076 

36.8 

375 

36.8 

Marina  Corpa 

444 

5.3 

54 

5.3 

TOTAL: 

8363 

1020 

Tha  numbara  raprcaant  thoaa  joint  duty  billata  which  tha  aarvlcaa 
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have  determined  to  be  joint  duty  assignments  that  require  officers 
who  are  Joint  specialty  officers.  Those  gross  numbers  are  reflected 
in  the  JDA  column.  The  critical  Joint  duty  assignment  numbers 
reflect  those  billets  which  the  services  have  deemed  to  be 
"critical"  in  nature. 

"Criticality,"  has  been  an  issue  with  the  services,  in  that,  the 
definition  of  what  is  "critical"  has  not  been  fully  established.  In 
general  terms,  it  appears  that  "critical"  means  positions  requiring 
higher  field  grade  officer  (usually  96  or  higher  and  in  branch, 
division,  or  directorate  level  supervisory  positions)  and  many 
positions  that  are  low  density,  highly  technical  and  specialized,  such 
as  intelligence,  signal,  etc.  The  Air  Force  in  particular  has  had 
constarnation  over  this  "criticality"  issue  since  the  impact  on  rated 
pilots  is  severe.  This  issue  is  one  that  needs  to  be  looked  at  closer 
to  determine  Just  what  is  or  is  not  a  critical  joint  duty  billet. 

These  numbers  have  fluctuated  in  the  past  and  will  probably 
continue  to  change  over  time.  CXNC  requirements  are  submitted  to  JCS 
with  subsequent  rationale  regarding  criticality  of  billots. 
Additionally,  input  is  also  provided  by  other  Defense  agencies  such 
as,  OSD,  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  (DIA>,  some  DOD  field  activities, 
and  JCS  controlled  activities. 

A  cursory  review  of  the  current  Joint  Duty  Assignment  List  (JDAL) 
reveals  that  the  majority  of  the  joint  duty  assignments  are  in  the 
area  of  combat  support  and  combat  service  support  specialties,  with 
the  predominance  of  the  critical  billets  occupied  by  senior  grade 
officers  (lieutenant  colonels  and  above).  32  A  case  in  point  is  in 
the  area  of  intelligence  billets.  Eight  hundred  and  forty-eight  (848) 
out  of  the  8363  JDA  billets  are  in  the  Intelligence  fields  and  one 


hundred  and  j»eventy-nine  (179)  out  of  the  1020  critical  billots  ire 
intelligence  related.  33  Discuaaiona  with  service  representatives 
indicate  that  these  JDA  assignments,  in  fact,  are  comprised  for  the 
most  part,  of  the  technical  fields  -  Intelligence,  signal,  linguists, 
cryptology,  etc. 

Service  efforts  to  comply  with  Title  IV  have  been  significant. 

An  inventory  of  qualified  Joint  specialty  officers  has  been 

established  by  all  the  services.  Title  IV  transition  provisions 

allowed  the  services  to  conduct  a  series  of  screening  boards  to 

Identify  and  award  Joint  specialty  designators  (.3L>  from  officer 

populations  grown  prior  to  the  law.  This  meant  that. . . . 

"....the  SECDEF  was  allowed  to  waive  either  the  Joint 
professional  military  education  or  the  requirement  for 
a  completed  Joint  duty  assignment  following  the 
educstion,  but  not  both.  Further  the  law  allowed  the 
SECDEF  to  consider  as  a  Joint  assignment  any  tour 
of  duty  sarved  by  the  officer  before  the  data  of  the 
enactment  of  the  ACT  that  was  considered  to  bo  a  Joint 
duty  assignment  or  a  Joint  equivalent  assignment  under 
the  regulations  in  effect  at  the  tine  the  assignment 
began."  34 

Officers  covered  under  this  provision  were  awarded  the  Joint  specialty 
designation  of  3L.  This  transition  expires  1  October  1969.  After 
1  October  1969,  officers  will  need  the  Joint  education  and  a  full 
Joint  duty  assignment  to  receive  the  designation. 

Under  this  provision  each  of  the  services  has  been  able  to 
establish  an  Inventory  of  officers  qualified  as  Joint  specialty 
officers.  Recent  discussions  with  service  representatives  indicate 
that  all  the  services  have  sufficient  JSOa  in  the  inventory.  The 
Army  has  approximately  4060  plus  in  the  inventory,  the  Air  Fnrce 
has  about  3406,  the  Marine  Corps  estimates  are  1060  plus,  and  the 
Navy  about  3126.  35 
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The  rem<ilnder  of  the  JSO  population  will  have  to  be  provided  via 
the  service  school  education  systems.  Establishment  of  ioint 
professional  military  education  in  the  services  is  already  in  place. 
For  the  Army,  a  two  phase  education  proceaa  is  in  place.  Phase  1 
begins  at  Command  and  General  Staff  College  <CGSC),  with  Phase  2  being 
conducted  at  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  Collage,  a  three  week  temporary 
duty  assignment.  Additionally,  the  Senior  Service  Colleges,  National 
Defense  University  (NDU),  Army  War  College  (AWO,  and  the  Naval  War 
College  (NWC)  have  been  given  Joint  education  accreditation.  These 
education  requirements  are  then  followed  by  a  three  year  Joint  duty 
assignment  to  qualify  for  the  JSO  designator  of  3L.  The  requirement 
then  is  formal  JPME,  followed  by  a  JDA.  It  is  projected  that  the 
services  will  be  able  to  continue  to  sustain  and  meet  the  numerical 
requirements.  Thera  may  be  an  Initial  shortfall,  particularly  in  the 
senior  grade  levels,  but  as  the  educational  JPME  system  matures, 
output  in  terms  of  numbers  should  meet  future  requirements. 

The  greatest  challenge  is  not  the  numbers  required,  but  producing 

the  officers  with  the  specific  qualifications.  There  already  exists 

a  critical  shortage  of  officers  possessing  the  right  qualifications 

required  for  the  Joint  duty  assignments.  Each  of  the  services 

indicated  that  critical  ahortagas  in  low  density  specialties  (of  which 

the  JDAL  has  a  predominance)  exists,  and  attempts  to  fill  these 

requirements  have  been  difficult  at  best.  36  One  of  Title  IV' s 

directives  is  for  the  services  to... 

"....fill  of  the  identified  critical  JDA  billets 

with  JSOa  by  1  October  1989."  IBBH  must  be  reached 
by  1992."  37 

The  services  are  faced  with  the  requirement  to  fill  JDA  billets  with 
highly  qualified  officers  in  a  short  period  of  time.  Some  of  the 
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services  expressed  confidence  in  meeting  the  requirements,  1 1 h'jugh  i '• 
would  take  time.  A  couple  of  the  services  did  comment  that  they  could 
not  fulfill  the  requirement  by  1  October  1989.  The  Army  was  not  sure 
that  it  could  meet  this  requirement  in  time.  Projections  for  the  Army 
were  in  the  neighborhood  of  68  -  72K  by  1  October  1989.  38 

The  enduring  requirement  is  to  place  the  right  officer  in  the 
right  Job  -  not  the  requirement  to  meet  atatiatical  goals  contained  in 
the  legislation.  In  this  author's  opinion,  the  services,  while 
meeting  the  letter  of  the  law  (numbers),  may  not  be  meeting  the  spirit 
and  intent  of  the  law.  The  fact  is,  the  services  cannot  “get  there 
from  here"  in  terms  of  qualified  (in  particular  specialties)  Joint 
specialty  officers.  Shortages  exist,  and  the  output  from  the 
educational  systems  cannot,  in  the  short  term,  meet  current 
requirements.  The  spin-off  from  this  is  that  the  “desire  to  improve 
what  Congress  perceives  as  the  lack  of  quality  of  the  officers 
performing  joint  duty  assignments,**  is  not  being  met.  The  quantity  is 
there,  but  is  the  quality? 

The  next  chapter  explores  the  dynamics  associated  with  the  reasons 
why  the  services  cannot  meet  the  requirements  of  Title  IV. 
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TITLE  IV  -  JOINT  OFFICER  PERSONNEL  POLICY 
QUALITY  VERSUS  QUANTITY? 


CHAPTER  V 
SERVICE  COMPLIANCE 

Ganaraliy  apaaklng,  ail  tha  aarvlcas  support  Titla  IV  and  ita 
objactivaa.  In  tha  long  ranga,  joint  oparatlona  and  aarvlca 
intaraction  will  ba  anhancad  and  improvad.  Intar-aarvlen  rivalry  and 
parochialiaa  will  ba  raducad.  Tha  aarvlcaa  ara  fully  commlttad  to 
supporting  tha  provisions  of  Titla  IV.  With  tha  axcaptlon  of  a  faw 
iaauaa,  iaplaaantation  and  complianca  ara  continuing. 

Raeant  diacuasiona  with  aarvlca  raprasantatlvaa  baar  this  out.  39 
In  tha  caaa  of  tha  Air  Forra,  full  eoapllanca  is  wall  on  its  way. 
Intarnal  arrangaaanta  in  tha  managaaant  of  officar  raaourcas  hava  baan 
mada  to  aaaa  constraints  and  raconcila  compating  provisions  of  tha 
law.  Initial  analysis  indicatas  that  tha  Air  Forca  can  support  tha 
raqulrad  JDA  billata.  but  is  dapandant  on  JPHE  production.  Tha  main 
concarn,  and  has  baan  sinca  anactmant  of  tha  law*  ia  tha  continuing 
question  regarding  exact  definition  of  what  ia  a  critical  billet.  Tha 
Air  Force,  like  tha  other  aarvlcas,  is  axpar lancing  shortages  in  tha 
low  density,  highly  technical  apacialtlas  required  by  tha  JDAL.  Tha 
pool  of  offieara  that  tha  Air  Forca  must  draw  upon  includes  many 
flight  rated  pllota.  Tha  officar  inventory  in  tha  Air  Forca  is 
comprised  of  about  4Qk  flyers  and  69k  non-ratad  officers.  Thera  is  an 
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imbalance  in  the  JDAL  between  rated  and  non-rated  specialties, 
pilots  away  from  flying  jobs  over  an  extended  period  of  time  is 
"dangerous,"  for  obvious  reasons.  The  Air  Force,  like  the  other 
services.  Is  looking  for  relief  In  the  transition  period  In  order  to 
grow  more  JSO  qualified  officers,  particularly  In  the  low  density 
specialties. 

The  Marine  Corps,  of  all  the  services.  Is  having  the  least  problem 
In  complying  with  the  law.  Internal  adjustments  have  been  made  within 
their  Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs  departments  In  order  to  comply  with 
Title  IV.  The  number  of  JDA  and  critical  billets  la  relatively  small 
In  number  compared  to  the  other  services.  As  in  the  other  services, 
the  non-critical  occupational  specialty  (COS)  requiremanta  far 
outweight  the  critical  occupational  specialties.  The  latest  figures 
estimate  JDA  requirements  for  combat  arms  officers  was  about  95, 
compared  to  about  146  for  non-combat  arms  requirements.  Conversely, 
the  officer  inventory  in  the  Marine  Corps  in  about  64K  combat  arms 
compared  to  36k  non  combat  arms.  In  particular,  the  area  of  signals 
intelligence  is  critically  short.  The  Marine  Corps  does  not,  however, 
anticipate  problems  In  meeting  congressional  goals. 

The  Navy  made  substantial  progress  initially  to  comply  with  the 
law.  The  50H  requirement  to  fill  JDAL  billets  with  JSOs  was  exceeded 
(S3k) .  However,  the  requirement  to  fill  69X  of  the  critical  billots 
with  JSOs  was  not  mat.  Only  56k  was  filled.  The  Navy  is  not  hung  up 
on  critical  billets.  Because  of  a  number  reasons,  such  as  projected 
rotation  dates,  desire  not  to  create  turbulence,  shortage  specialties, 
and  special  considerations  ("by  name  calls"),  the  Navy  did  not  meet 
the  required  percentage  fills.  A  particular  problem,  comnon  to  the 
other  services,  is  the  coding  and  designation  of  critical  billets  with 
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low  density  specialties.  Intelligence  communications  (10.3%), 
intelligence  specialists  (14.7%),  cryptologista  (6%)  are  the 
predom.lnant  critical  specialties.  Shortages  exist  in  the  Navy  also. 
Growing  JSOs  in  critical  specialties  is  a  problsM  for  the  Navy.  Only 
time  and  more  relief  in  the  legislation  will  help  the  situation. 

The  Army  has  the  greatest  requirements  of  all  the  services.  As 
previously  stated,  the  Army  projects  that  only  between  68  -  72%  of  the 
JDAL  critical  billets  will  be  filled  by  JSOs  by  1  October  1989. 

Once  again,  the  reason  is  because  of  the  predominance  of  low  density 
specialty  requirements.  Only  about  18%  of  the  JDAL  requirements  are 
combat  arms  designated.  The  Army  plans  to  resolve  this  problem  by 
assigning  officers  who  possess  the  alternate  or  secondary  specialty 
required  by  the  JDAL.  While  this  will  help  in  meeting  the  numerical 
goals,  it  may  not  completely  meet  the  spirit  of  the  law.  This  is  not 
to  say  that  these  officers  are  not  quality  officers,  it  only  says  that 
they  may  not  be  fully  qualified.  The  fact  is,  many  of  us,  while  we 
carry  an  alternate  specialty,  do  not  conaidar  ourselves  fully 
qualified  in  that  particular  specialty.  The  Army,  in  time,  will  meet 
the  letter  and  intent  of  the  law.  The  Key  point  is  "in  time."  Relief 
in  the  legislation  is  necessary  to  accomplish  the  intent  of  the  law. 

As  can  be  seen,  the  services  are  fully  committed  to  meeting  the 
provisions  of  Title  IV.  None  of  the  services  are  there  yet.  The 
caution  is  that  we  net  bo  driven  by  the  numbers  and  timeline 
established  by  Congress.  Instead,  the  focus  must  be  getting  the  right 
officer  in  the  right  Job  and  getting  qualified  officers  to  Joint  duty 
assignments  -  over  time. 

ENDNOTES 

39.  Statistics  anumeratad  were  obtained  during  interviews  and 
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TITLE  IV  -  JOINT  OFFICER  PERSONNEL  POLICY 
QUALITY  VERSUS  QUANTITY? 

CHAPTER  VI 

QUALITY  IMPLICATIONS 

Th«  pr«vloua  ehaptara  hav«  dlacuaaad  Tltl*  IV,  Ita  history,  th« 
law  in  transition,  and  tha  dilamaa  tha  sarvicaa  faca  in  attampting  to 
maat  tha  intant  of  tha  law. 

Tha  thaaia  of  thia  study  has  baan  tha  opinion  that  tha  sarvicaa 
hava  baan  drivan  to  maat  congraaaional  statistical  goals,  not 
nacassarily  aaating  tha  mora  anduring  raquirsmant  of  putting  tha  right 
officar  in  tha  right  job,  thus  masting  tha  intant  of  tha  law  -  to 
improva  tha  quality  of  Joint  duty  officar  parforsanoa  and  in  tha  long 
ranga  improva  Joint  oparationa.  Tha  implication  is  that  tha  "quality** 
(raad  to  maan  **qualif  iad'* > ,  at  laast  in  tha  short  tarm,  may  hava  baan 
compromiaad,  simply  bacauaa  tha  sarvicaa  cannot  comply  with  tha  law  as 
currantly  atatad.  Thia  is  not  to  aay  that  tha  sarvicaa  ara  putting 
lowar  quality  officars  in  thasa  Joint  Jobs.  Tha  fact  is,  wa'ra  in  a 
numbars  gama,  at  laast  for  tha  tima  baing. 

Unlass  Congraas  allows  for  additional  raliaf  from  tha  currant 
timalinas,  tha  sarvicaa  may  not  hava  any  othar  choica.  It  la 
ancouraging  to  nota  that  in  discussions  with  aarvica  raprauantativaa, 
tha  trand  is  to  **procoad  with  dalibarata  spaad.**  Complianca  with  tha 
law  la  baing  dona  so  with  caution. 
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The  dynamics  associated  with  the  services'  inability  to  meet 
these  requirements  are  interesting.  The  entire  spectrum  of  officer 
personnel  management  has  been  affected  by  Title  IV.  Service  policies 
have  experienced  incredible  turbulence  since  this  law  was  enacted. 

The  servicea  have  been  prudent  in  their  reaction  to  Title  ZV.  The 
service's  inability  to  provide  sufficient  quality  Joint  specialty 
officer  is  a  result  of  several  things: 

-  shortage  of  low  density  specialties  to  meet  Joint 
requirements,  4C 

-  officer  availsbility,  that  is  to  ssy,  timing  in  a 
particular  officer's  career.  41 

The  shortage  conditions  that  exist  within  the  services  in  terms  of 
low  density  special ities  have  already  been  discussed  in  the  previous 
chapter.  We  mey  not,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Army,  be  putting  fully 
qualified  officers  in  some  of  the  Joint  duty  billets,  simply  because 
there  aren't  enough  officers  to  do  so. 

Additionally,  the  right  officer  with  the  right  specialty  is  not 
available  because  he  or  she  may  not  have  had  enough  time  on  station 
and  cannot  be  moved  or  have  a  permanent  change  of  station  (PCS)  at 
the  particular  time.  The  services  do  not  want  to  move  officers  to 
srbitrarily  meet  Joint  duty  requirements.  PCS  constraints, 
on-station  requirements,  and  atability  are  but  a  few  reasons  why  the 
services  do  not  want  to  move  their  personnel. 

Still  another  dynamic  associated  with  this  issue  is: 

-  the  sKewed  nature  of  the  requirements;  the  coding 
of  the  "critical"  billets  were  predominantly  the 
technical  specialties.  42 

Coupled  with  the  already  stated  shortages  of  low  density  specialties, 
the  problem  of  trying  to  meet  congressional  objectives  of  for 
critical  Joint  Jobs  by  1  October  1989  and  100H  by  1992  is  exacerbated. 
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A  diacuasion  of  quality  Implications  cannot  be  made  without 
commenting  on  career  and  promotion  impacts.  Officers  may  be  hard 
pressed  to  meet  service  career  requirements  and  also  Joint  duty 
requirements.  As  previously  discussed,  there  may  be  not  enough  time 
in  an  officer's  career  to  get  all  the  "right  Jobs."  It's  no  secret 
amongst  the  services  that  in  order  to  get  promoted,  certain  Jobs  must 
bo  performed.  Joint  duty  becomes  Just  one  more  requirement  to  be  met 
or  "ticket  punched."  One  thing  to  be  sure,  services  in  order  to  9«t 
their  very  best  officers  promoted  will  now  have  to  assign  them  to 
Joint  duty  billets.  In  the  long  run,  quality  will  be  met  -  a  positive 
aspect  of  the  law. 

Other  quality  impacts  are  evident,  not  so  much  as  it  relates  to 
the  issue  being  discussed,  but  to  the  other  side  of  the  coin.  By  this 
I  mean  the  non-Joint  officers  among  the  services.  Other  studies  have 
begun  to  diffsrentiate  between  the  "Joint  elite"  and  the  non-joint 
officer.  This  distinction  has  far-reaching  implications  for  the 
officer  corps  in  general. 

What  exists  now  is  a  prime  discriminator  in  terns  of  promotions. 

It  fosters  "careerism."  Officers  inherently  are  ambitious  and  desire 
to  do  well  and  get  promoted.  This  legislation  establishes 
restrictions  on  upward  mobility  for  a  large  number  of  officers  who  are 
not  selected  for  Joint  duty  assignments.  If  only  the  vary  best  are 
designated  for  Joint  duty,  then  it  stands  to  reason  that  those  will  bo 
the  officers  destined  for  promotion  to  the  highest  levels.  Some  very 
qualified,  and  outstanding  officers  may  bo  left  behind.  Each  service 
must  be  attuned  to  the  impact  this  has  on  the  officer  corps.  Quality 
cuts,  understandably,  must  be  made.  A  system  to  do  Just  that  will 
be  necessary  if  the  aervicos  are  to  retain  the  highest  quality  levels 
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they  desire  in  their  officer  ranks.  It  stands  to  reason,  that  "non- 
Joint"  officers  may  well  decide  to  leave  the  services  early  or  retire 
early.  Potentially,  many  quality  officers  could  be  loat,  particularly 
in  the  lower  field  grade  levels  <04  and  05> . 

This  is  an  assertion  that  needs  to  be  further  qualified  and 
discussed.  Potential  loss  of  quality  officers  as  a  result  of  Title  IV 
must  be  considered.  Z  don't  believe  that  there  will  be  a  significant 
loss  of  the  sore  senior  field  grads  officers,  particularly  06  level. 
Logically,  these  officers  will  already  have  more  than  twenty  years  of 
service  and  will  probably  not  be  influenced,  at  this  stage  in  their 
careers,  by  the  requirements  of  Title  IV  -  particularly  for  further 
promotion.  Certainly  these  officers  will  probably  not  decide  to 
retire  early  as  a  result  of  Title  IV.  Again,  as  I  have  consistently 
stated,  this  does  not  question  the  overall  quality  of  these  officers. 
Many  of  these  senior  field  grade  officers  will  be  promoted  to  general 
or  flag  rank.  In  fact,  if  they  are  to  be  promoted  to  general  they 
must  have  had  a  Joint  duty  assignment.  Intuitively,  Title  IV 
requirements  will  not  have  the  same  impact  on  the  06  level  officers 
that  it  may  have  on  the  majors  and  lieutenant  colonels. 

We  may  need  to  focus  our  attention  on  the  majors  and  young 
lieutenant  colonela.  There  are  no  atatistica  which  support  a  groat 
exodus  of  officers  losving  the  services  because  of  Title  IV,  at  least 
not  yet.  The  services,  howsver.  must  be  conscious  of  the  potential. 

If  one  were  to  look  at  the  Army  officer  promotion  rates  in  the 
past  two  years  of  officers  serving  in  Joint  duty  assignments  as 
compared  to  the  rest  of  the  Army,  one  would  wonder  about  the 
advantages  of  being  assigned  to  Joint  duty.  The  statistics  do  not 
look  very  encouraging.  Understandably  the  ground  rules  have  changed 
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and  the  effects  of  Title  IV  requirements  have  not  been  fully  realized. 
If  the  services  are  serious  about  complying  with  the  law.  the 
pt-omotion  trend  should  improve.  If  we  are  putting  highly  qualified 
and  the  very  beat  officers  into  Joint  duty  assignments,  then  the 
promotion  rates  ought  to  improve.  Only  time  will  tell. 

The  following  data  was  derived  from  promotion  lists  of  the  past 
two  years.  This  data  reflects  Joint  Service  Officer  Statistical 
Summarias  for  Army  Competitive  Category  Promotion  Selections  for  04  to 
05  and  05  to  06  in  the  years  indicated.  43 

JOINT  SERVICE  OFFICER  STATISTICAL  SUMMARY 
a.  05  to  06  (July  1967): 

Previously  First  Time  Recap  Below  The 

Considered  Considered  (AZ/FTC)  Zone 


ELIG 

SEL 

X 

ELIG 

SEL 

H 

ELIG 
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H 
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30 
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4 

1.5 
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11 

0 

0 

35 

21 

60 

46 

21 

46 
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1 
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2 
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32 

25 

337 
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10 
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3 

0.6 

ARMY 

WIDE 

984 

13 

1 
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23 
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25 
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b.  05 

to  06 
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77 
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52 

40 
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54 

26 
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12 

35 

54 
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22 

80 

0 

0 
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2 

2 
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26 
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63 

18 
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0 

0 
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18 

1 
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40 
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23 
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53 

1.5 
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It's  intttrosting  to  note  that  promotion  rates  for  officers 
assigned  to  joint  duty  were  consistently  below  not  only  the  Army 
average,  but  also  in  comparison  to  those  assigned  to  the  Army  staff. 


This  begs  the  question  regarding  the  perceptions  many  officers  have 
about  Joint  duty  (the  disadvantages?)  and  more  importantly,  the 
quality  of  the  officers  assigned  to  Joint  duty  compared  to  their 
contemporariea  Army  wide.  Still  further,  what  about  the  potential 
loas  of  some  very  outstanding  officers  as  a  reault  of  these  promotion 
ratea? 

The  data  for  lower  field  grades  is  better.  Officers  assigned  to 
Joint  duty  fare  better  against  the  Army  wide  average,  but  are  well 
below  their  contemporariea  in  the  Army  and  Joint  staffs. 

Additionally,  below  the  zona  selections  for  Joint  duty  officers  are 
below  that  of  their  contemporaries  across  the  board.  The  following 
data  reflects  this  analysis. 


c.  94  to  95  (June  1987): 


PREVIOUSLY  FIRST  TIME  RECAP 

CONSIDERED  CONSIDERED  (AZ/FTC) 
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9 
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49 
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5 
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79 
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47 
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95 
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d.  94  to  95  (Saptambar  1988) 
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7 

9 

9 

47 

37 

79 

54 

37 

69 

44 
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1 

9 

9 

12 

11 

92 

13 

11 
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12 
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53 

0 

0 
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S6 

75 
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86 

51 
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5 

4 

ARMY 
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24 

2 

1638 

1065 

65 
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40 
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6 

This  has  bssn  a  discussion  on  ths  quality  impacts  of  Titls  IV. 
Whlls  ths  issuo  at  hand  is  ths  potontial  compromiss  of  quality  vsrsus 
quantity  in  masting  Titls  IV  raquirsmants,  an  important  eonsldsration 
has  bssn  ths  impact  this  lagislation  may  hava  on  tha  raat  of  ths 
officsr  corps  in  sach  of  tha  aarvicaa.  Tha  long  tsrm  af facta  cannot 
bs  msaaursd  or  fait  this  sarly  in  ths  procsss,  but  should  ba  ons  that 
must  bs  atudisd  as  ths  lagislation  maturas. 

ENDNOTES 

40.  Bassd  on  diacuaaiona  and  intarvisws  with  ssrvios 
rapraasntativas  and  action  offiosra  and  takan  from  documsnta  provided 
by  service  POCa  regarding  Titls  IV  iaplamsntation. 

41.  Ibid^. 

42.  Ibid. 

43.  HQDA  Promotion  Lists  provided  by  ths  Administration  Officsr, 
US  Army  War  Collage. 
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TITLE  IV  -  JOINT  OFFICER  PERSONNEL  POLICY 
QUALITY  VERSUS  QUANTITY? 

CHAPTER  VII 

CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Thtt  Goldw«t«r-Nichols  Raorganizatlon  Act  of  1966  and  Tltla  XV  hava 
tramandoua  and  far  raaching  Impllcatlona.  am  haa  baan  atatad,  many 
congraaalonal  and  military  laadara  faal  that  thla  Act  ia  ona  of  tha 
moat  important  piacaa  of  lagialation  to  affact  our  national  aacurity 
and  tha  Dapartmant  of  Dafanaa.  Tha  affacta  of  thia  lagialation  will 
not  ba  fait  immadiataly  -  only  tima  and  axparianea  will  aaaaura  tha 
affacta. 

Tha  pramiaa  of  thia  atudy  focuaad  on  tha  quality  impacta 
aaaociatad  with  tha  Implamantation  of  Titla  IV.  Tha  undarlying 
thought  ia  that  tha  aarvicaa  ara  baing  drivan  by  congraaalonal 
languaga  that  aatabliahaa  concrata  tlmalinaa  to  implamant  a  part  of 
tha  law  that  muat  not  ba  dona  in  haata.  In  tha  aarvicaa'  attampt  to 
fully  comply  with  thia  law,  potantial  compromiaa  in  tha  quality  and 
qualif icationa  of  officara  baing  aaalgnad  to  Joint  duty  ia  baing  mada 
in  ordar  to  maat  numarical  goala. 

Efforta  hava  baan  mada  in  thia  atudy  to  point  out  tha 
following : 

-  tha  intant  of  tha  law  ia  to  improva  the  quality  of 
officara  aaalgnad  to  Joint  duty,  tharaby  Improving  Joint 
oparationa. 
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-  Congress  has  arbitrarily  established  numerical 
requirements,  i.e.,  1000  critical  billets,  50%  of  all 
JDAL  billets  will  be  filled  by  JSOs,  80N  of  all  critical 
billets  will  be  filled  by  JSOs  by  1  October  1989,  etc., 

-  future  inventory  of  JSOs  must  have  JPME  followed  by 
joint  duty  asalgnmenta  in  order  to  qualify  as  a  JSO, 

-  tour  lengths  have  been  established  before  officers 
can  qualify  for  general  cr  flag  rank, 

-  promotions  will  ba  predicated  on  fulfilling  a  Joint 
duty  assignment  at  some  point  in  an  officer's  career, 

"  JDAL  requirements  are  not  only  top  heavy  in  rank 
«  structure,  but  are  comprised  of  low  density,  highly 

technical  specialties,  of  which  all  services  are  critically 
short, 

-  the  quality  implicotiona  are  evident.  In  that  the 
services  have  not  been  able  to  fill  specialty  requirements 
due  to  the  shortages,  and  in  cases  where  tl,ey  have,  it 
was  only  because  the  officer  possessed  the  alternate 
specialty, 

-  service  compliance  has  been  slow  at  best,  but  a  positive 
sign  in  terms  of  getting  the  right  officer  in  the  right 
Job, 

and  finally, 

-  congressional  language  may  be  forcing  the  services  to 
comply  without  regard  to  quality;  compromising  quality 
for  quantity  Just  to  meet  the  letter  of  the  law. 

The  intent  of  this  study  was  not  to  soy  that  the  services  are 

placing  low  quality  officers  in  Joint  duty  assignments  purely  to  meet 

the  law.  The  provisions  of  the  law,  particularly  as  it  relates  to 

promotion  opportunities,  forces  the  services  to  place  their  very  best 

off^.cf«rs  in  Joint  assignments.  The  contention  is  that,  unless  we're 

careful,  we  may  potentially,  be  compromising  quality  for  quantity 

Just  to  moot  congressional  language. 

I  cannot  prove,  statistically,  that  the  services  are  in  fact 

I  falling  in  this  trap.  It  is  an  intuitive  feeling  that  can  bo 

I  logically  surmised  as  one  studies  Title  IV  and  its  implications.  The 

I 

I 
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requirements  ere  fact,  the  timelines  are  established,  the  resources 
are  for  now,  finite,  the  services  are  having  difficulty  meeting  the 
law,  and  compliance  is  mandatory.  The  only  way  to  precisely  measure 
the  qualllty  impacts  will  be  in  the  promotion  rates  of  officers  who 
have  served  in  Joint  duty  assignments.  As  stated  in  a  recent 
article. . . . 

"....The  underlying  objective  of  the  provision 
concerning  promotion  rates  is  to  onsurs  that  highly 
capable  officers  are  selected  for  Joint  duty 
assignments. .. .off icers  in  other  Joint  duty  billets 
should  be  promoted  at  the  same  rate  as  their  peers 
in  grade  and  career  category  throughout  their  services.... 

The  services  are  supposed  to  be  assigning  top-quality 
officers  (to  Joint  duty  posts),  and  if  they  are,  that 
will  be  reflected  in  their  promotion  rates."  44 

There  are  several  recommendations  that  can  be  made  from  the 
foregoing  discussion.  Clearly,  more  study  needs  to  be  made  regarding 
quality  versus  quantity.  In  time  the  promotion  rates  will  either 
prove  or  disprove  the  notion  that  we  have  compromised  quality  for 
quantity.  If  the  promotion  rates  discussed  in  a  previous  chapter 
reflect  a  trend,  particularly  for  dS  to  06,  then  we  may  have  a 
problem.  If  in  the  final  analysis  we  have,  than  efforts  to  correct 
the  problem  must  be  made. 

Continued  caveful  screening  and  selection  of  officers  for  Joint 
duty  is  absolutely  necessary.  Consideration  of  selection  boards,  much 
like  promotion  and  service  schooling  boards,  for  Joint  duty  selection 
may  be  an  affective  way  to  ensure  quality.  I  am  not  sure  that 
aaaignmant  officers  can  make  that  determination  at  this  time.  A 
process  ought  to  be  established  if  we  are  concerned  with  sending  the 
very  best  oflicars. 

In  terms  of  .the  Joint  Duty  Assignment  List,  a  review,  perhaps  line 
by  line,  position  by  position,  needs  to  be  conducted.  Clearly  the 


services  are  having  difficulty  meeting  the  low  density  specialty 
requirements.  Are  the  critical  positions  really  critical?  Definitive 
guidance  regarding  what  is  Jolnc  related  and  what  is  critical  must  be 
made.  Some  of  the  servlcea  are  still  concerned  about  this. 

Finally,  continued  efforts  by  the  services  to  extend 
implementation  of  the  law  muat  be  made.  I  know  efforts  arc  on-going. 
Congress,  if  it  wants  the  services  to  mee;.  the  intent  of  the  law  must 
allow  more  time  for  Implementation.  Additionally,  the  arbitrary 
establishment  of  numerical  objectives  must  be  renegotiated.  It  la 
apparent  that  the  services  cannot  meet  already  established  percentages 
In  the  short  term.  Further  study  to  determine  what  can  be  met  and  how 
how  long  It  would  take  to  meet  the  requirements  should  be  done  with 
service  representation.  Obviously  Congress  undertands  this  as  they 
have  allowed  some  extension.  Additional  time  should  not  be  a  problem. 

Off  line,  but  of  Interest  to  the  author,  is  the  ’’morale"  impacts 
that  Title  IV  has  on  the  officer  corps,  particularly  the  Army.  I 
discussed  previously  the  Impllcstlons  on  the  non-Jolnt  officer  world. 
The  potential  loss  of  quality  officers,  particularly  at  the  major  and 
lieutenant  colonel  levels.  Is  something  that  needs  consideration.  The 
restrictions  imposed  by  Title  IV  In  career  development  and  promotion 
opportunities  may  Influence  some  quality  officers  to  leave  the  Army. 
Thla  must  be  studied  by  the  service  leadership  lest  we  have  created  a 
morale  problem  amongst  the  officer  corps. 

It  Is  Interesting  to  note,  that  during  the  course  of  my  research, 
the  Government  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  is  conducting  an  assessment  of 
the  positive  and  negative  Impllcatlona  of  Title  IV  on  the  Department 
of  Defense.  The  GAO  Is  reviewing  the  DOD  Joint  duty  assignment  list 
and  assessing  (1>  what  positions  are  on  the  list,  (2)  how  the  list 
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was  established,  (3)  how  critical  billets  on  the  list  are  determined, 
(4)  whether  the  positions  meet  the  criteria  established  by  the  Act, 
and  (5)  how  Joint  assignment  requirements  impact  on  general/flag 
officer  promotions.  45  This  assessment  is  being  conducted  through  a 
series  of  surveys  and  inter  .’iewa.  The  results  will  be  interesting. 

This  study  was  not  meant  to  question  the  merits  of  Title  IV.  Nor 
does  it  explicitly  state  that  the  services  are,  in  fact,  compromising 
quality  for  quantity.  All  this  study  is  asserting  is  that  the 
potential  is  there.  The  study  was  conducted  out  of  concern  that  if  we 
are  to  moot  tho  intont  and  spirit  of  Titlo  IV,  then  we  must  do  so  with 
the  full  knowledge  that  it  will  take  time.  I  am  confident  that  the 
services  are  doing  the  best  they  can  to  meet  Title  IV  requirements, 
with  the  intention  to  provide  quality. 

ENDNOTES 

44.  Budahn,  P.J.,  "Joint  Duty  No  Guarantee  of  Paster  Promotions," 
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Assistant  SECDEF  (Force  Management  and  Personnel),  Subject:  GAO  Letter 
Dated  7  October  1986,  “Title  IV:  Goldwator-Nichols  DOD  Reorganization 
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